
REMARKS 

Applicant notes that the Infonnation Disclosure Statement mailed December 13, 2000, with 
foim PTO-A820 disclosing three United States patents, was not enclosed with the Examiner's initials 
in the Office Action of November 14, 2000. Applicant requests that the items disclosed in such 
Information Disclosure Statement be made of record and considered in the examination of the 
present patent application. 

Some t>pographic coirections have been introduced as amendments. Some of the rejected 
claims have been amended. No new matter has been added. 

Applicant submits this Amendment "B" and Response for the Examiner's consideration. 
Reexamination and reconsideration of the application, as amended, in view of the following remarks 
are respectfully requested. 

1. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-61 w^re presented for examination; claims 1-61 stand rejected and pending in the 
application. Claims 1-9, 17-24, 29-30, 33-35, 37, 40-42, 44-45, 47, 49-50, 52, 54-55, 57, and 59-60 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b). Claims 10-16, 25, 26-28, 31-32, 36, 38-39, 43, 46, 48, 51, 
53, 56, 58, and 61 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Some claims are amended. 

2. RESPONSE TO REJECTIONS 

2.1. Claim Rejections Under 35 I S.C S 102(b) 

The following clain^: 

Independent claim 1, and dependent claims 2-8: 
Independent claim 9, and dependent claims 17 and 18, 
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Independent claim 19, and dependent claims 20-24, 29-30, and 33-34, 

Independent claim 35, and dependent claims 37 and 40-41; 

Independent claim 42, and dependent claims 44-45, 

Independent claim 47, and dependent claims 49-50; 

Independent claim 52, and dependent claimis 54-55; and 

Independent claim 57, and dependent claims 59-60, 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Lim ct al,. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,530,376) (hereinafter "Lim "). 

Lim discloses a reusable earner for bum-in/testing of non-packaged die. The earner 
disclosed by Lim has a well that is configured for receiving and holding therein a die for buin- 
in/testing. The earner disclosed by Lim is not configured for receiving thereon, namely on its 
outemost surface, a die. See, e.g., Lim, Figs. 1, IB, 2, 4, 5A, 6A, 7C, 8D, 9, 10-13, 13A, 14-16; col. 
2, //. 54-56, 62-66; col. 4, //. 6-8, 13-15; col. 5, //. 22-25, 50-51, 55, 65-66, col. 6, //. 13-15, 29-30, 
39-43, 56; col. 7, /. 66; col. 8, //. 1,21, 58-59; col. 9, //. 5-6. 

In contrast, independent claims 1, 9, 19, 35, 42, 47, 52, and 57 recite a substrate (claims 1, 
9 and 19) or sheet (claimis 35, 42, 47, 52, and 57) "being configured for receiving thereon a 
semiconductive device" and "such that said semiconductive device lies at least in part on" the 
outemiost surface of the substrate (claims 1 , 9 and 1 9) or the sheet (claims 35, 42, 47, 52, and 57). 
This recitation is also incoiporated in relevant part into dependent claims 2-8, 17-18, 20-24, 29-30, 
33-34. 37, 40-41, 44-45, 49-50, 54-55, and 59-60 because these claims depend directly or through 
intervening claims from claims 1,9, 19, 35, 42, 47, 52, and 57. Lim does not teach or disclose a 
carrier configured for receiving a die on its outermost surface, but, as indicated hereinabove, Lim 
discloses a earner that has a well for receiving and holding therein a die for buni-in testing. The die 
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as disclosed in Lim is located on an inner surface at the bottom of a well car\'ed through the 
outeiTHost surface of the cairier. 

In addition to the differences between Lim and the presently claimed invention in claims 1-9, 
17-24, 29-30. 33-35. 37, 40-42, 44-45. 47, 49-50, 52. 54-55, 57 and 59-60, as set forth above. 
Applicant incoiporates herein by reference the arguments made in Amendment ^*A" and Response 
with respect to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. ^ 102(b) in view of Lim. 

In making the anticipation rejection the Office Action overlooks some of the limitations of 
the claimed invention. Sec Office Action, p. 2, item 2. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
rejection fails to give proper w^eight to these limitations, especially since these limitations are 
missing fi'om the pnor art of record. Due to such absence of support in Lim, Applicant respectfully 
submits that the anticipation rejection is to be w^ithdraw^n as to claims with these limitations. 

Because of at least the foregoing recited features in claims 1-9, 17-24, 29-30, 33-35, 37, 40- 

42, 44-45, 47, 49-50, 52, 54-55, 57 and 59-60, Lim does not teach or disclose each and eveiy feature 

of the invention recited in these claims. As stated by the Federal Circuit, 

Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and eveiy element of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim. 

Limlcnnaw} Maschwcnfahnk GmbH v. American Hoist & Derrick Co.. 730 F.2d 1452, 1458, 221 
U.S.P.Q. 481,485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). MP.E.P. sS 2131, pp. 2100-54, 55 (Rev. l,Feb. 2000) 

(quoting, in addition, Vcrdc^aal Bros, w Union Oil Co. of CcilifornicL 814 F.2d 628. 631, 2 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. Richardson w Suzuki Motor Co.. ?.t^ F.2d 1226, 1236, 

9 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989)). Consequently. Lim does not anticipate the invention 
claimed in these claims. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 1-9, 17-24, 29-30, i^-iS. 37, 
40-42, 44-45, 47, 49-50, 52, 54-55, 57, and 59-60, patentably distinguish over Lim, and 
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reconsideration imd withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. Allowance of these claims 
at an early date is solicited. 

2.2. First Set of Claim Rejections Under 35 i.S.C § 103(ai 

The following claims: 

Dependent claims 10-16, 25, 28, 31-32, 36, 38-39, 43, 46, 48, 51, 53, 56, 58, and 61; 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) iis being unpatentable o\'er Lim. 

For reasons such as those set forth hereinbelow, Lim does not provide the teachings which 
would render the claimed invention obvious. 

The canner disclosed by Lim is configured for receiving a die within the interior of a wxll that 
is cai-ved through the outennost surface of the cairier. In contrast, dependent claims 10-16, 25, 28, 
31-32, 36, 38-39, 43, 46, 48, 51, 53, 56, 58, and 61 recite, by incoiporation fi-om the coiTesponding 
independent claimis, a substrate (independent claims 1, 9 and 19) or sheet (independent claims 35, 
42, 47, 52, cind 57) "being configured for receiving thereon a semiconductive device" and "such that 
said semiconductive device lies at least in part on" the outeirnost surface of the substrate 
(independent claims 1, 9 and 19) or the sheet (independent claims 35, 42, 47, 52, and 57). This 
stnictural feature is not taught or suggested by Lim. Furtheimore, Lim does not teach or suggest how 
to solve problems associated with, for example, heat dissipation and assembly in light of such 
structural differences. For example, Lim relies on a plurality of holding elements and interlocking 
features for holding the die inside the well, in contrast, the claimed invention maintains a 
semiconductive device in contact with an inteiposer in an entirely different way. Furthennore, heat 
dissipation from a body confined inside a well as m Lim is different from heat dissipation as 
achieved by embodiments of the claimed invention. Lim does not provide any teaching or 
suggestion that would lead from the embodiments disclosed in Lim to the claimed invention. 
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Considering the working conditions, and in pailicular the heat generation, of the claimed 
system, Lim fails to teach or suggest how one could use a device that receives a die within a wxll and 
contains it therein with a heat sink and other cooperative elements to devise a system having an 
inteiposer with the features as recited in the rejected claims. This limitation in the disclosure by Lim 
is particularly impoHant in light of the volume-sensitivity exhibited by problems related with heat 
generation and heat dissipation. The configuration of the semiconductive device w^ith respect to the 
intei*poser as recited in the rejected claims is completely different from the configuration of the die 
with respect to the earner as disclosed by Lim. This reference does not teach or even suggest how 
the claimed invention could have been cairied out or its design would have had a reasonable 
likelihood of success in light of the disclosure provided by Lim. Fuithennore, the configuration 
disclosed by Lim and the required use of the holding elements disclosed therein would have 
discouraged one of ordinaiy skill in the ail fiom following the path set out in Lim. 

Because of differences and limitations such as those described hereinabove, Lim has not 
suggested the claimed invention, and it may not be asseiled that the teachings in Lim are sufficient 
for one of ordinaiy skill in the ait to m:ike the substitutions, combinations or other modifications that 
ai'e necessaiy to anive to the invention claimed in claims 10-16, 25, 28, 31-32, 36, 38-3Q, 43, 46, 48, 
51, 53, 56, 58, and 61. Limitations and differences such as those set forth hereinabove also 
demonstrate that Lim does not teach or suggest all the claim limitations in claims 10-16, 25, 28, 31- 
32, 36, 38-3*^, 43, 46, 48, 51, 53. 56, 58, and 61 . However, this teaching is required for establishing 
:i prima facie Q^^SQ of obviousness. Sec M.P.E.P. 2142, p. 2100-97 (Rev. 1, Feb. 2000) (citing In 
re Vaeck. 947 F.2d 488, 20 U.S.P.Q,2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991), providing three requirements for 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness including the requirement that "the prior an reference 
... must teach or suggest all the claim limitations"). 
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To this respect, the Federal Circuit has explained that "'[tjhe consistent criterion for 
deteimination of obviousness is whether the prior ail would have suggested to one of ordinaiy skill 
in the ait that this ... [invention] should be cairied out and would have a reasonable likelihood of 
success/" (Citations omitted). Rockwell Int'l Corp. v. United States. 147 F. 3d 1358, 47 U.S. P. Q. 2d 
1027, 1033 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Fuilheimore, in light of these differences and limitations in Lim, person of ordinaiy skill, 
upon reading the reference, would be discouraged from following the path set out in the reference, 
or would be led in a direction divergent fi'om the path that was taken by the applicant." United States 
V. Adams, 383 U.S. 39, 52 (1966). Sec also IKL. Gore & Assocs. v. Garlock, Inc. 721 F.2d 1540, 
1550-51 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, denied. 469 U.S. 851 (1984). In addition, '^[b]oth the suggestion and 
the expectation of success must be founded in the prior art, not in applicant's disclosure." fn re Dow 
Chemical Co.. 837 F.2d469, 473 (Fed Cir. 1988). Secalso M.P.E.P. §§ 2142-43, p. 2100-97 (Rev. 
1 , Feb. 2000) (providing the basic requirements of a prima facie case of obviousness). 

Consequently, Applicant respectfully submits that Lim does not support a prima facie case 
of obviousness regai'ding claims 10-16, 25, 28, 31-32, 36, 38-39, 43, 46, 48, 51, 53, 56, 58, and 61. 
Applicant respectfully requests the reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. 

2.3. Second Set of Claim Rejections Under 35 l.S.C g lOSfa) 

Dependent clain^ 26 and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
o\ er 1 im in view of Wood, ct ai. U.S. Pat No 5.578.^34 (hereinafter ^^Wood"). 

Wood is cited by refemng to elements 74 and 28C therein. To this respect. Wood discloses 
microbump contact members that conpnse an interconnect 12C and a nonconducti\ e and electrically 
insulating film 74 attached to interconnect 12C using adhesive 76. Insulating film 74 hiLs a metallic 
foil attached thereto that is patteined and etched to fomi conductive traces 28C. Sec Wood, Fig. 7, 
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col. 6, //. 57-63. Based on this disclosure, it has not been established that Wood provides any 
teaching that would overcome the limitations and differences established hereinabove with respect 
to the disclosure in Lim . Fuithemiore, even if Wood were combined with Lim, the combination 
would not teach or suggest to the invention recited in claimis 26-27, therefore, neither Lim nor Wood 
combined with Lim may render the invention recited in such claims obvious. 

Applicant incoiporates herein the reasoning, cites and quotes set foith in the foregoing 
subsection conceming the first set of claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Finally, it has not been show^n that there is a motivation to combine the teachings in Wood 
with those in Lim and that such combination teaches or suggests the invention recited in any of the 
claims 26-27 with all its features and limitations. 

Consequently, Applicant respectfully submits that neither Lim nor Wood combined with Lim 
supports ^ prima facie case of obviousness regarding claims 26-27. Applicant respectfully requests 
the reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. 
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3. CONCLl SIONS 

In view of the above. Applicant respectfully maintains that the present application is in 
condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the rejections is requested. Allowance of claiins 1-61 
at an early date is solicited. 

In the e\'ent that the Examiner finds any remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
application which could be clarified by a telephonic interview, or w^hich is susceptible to being 
overcome by means of an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is respectfully requested to initiate 
the same with the undersigned attorney. 

Dated this - day of Februaiy 200 1 . 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jesiis Juanos i Timoneda, Ph.D. 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 43,332 

WORKMAN, NYDEGGER & SEELEY 
1000 Eagle Gate Tower 
60 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801) 533-9800 
Facsimile: (801) 328-1707 
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